difÀ cult when our knowledge of the social context is less satisfying or even non-existent. "Then if we want to learn something about the underlying social history we have no recourse but to use the text itself, reasoning backward from what it says to the social experiences that it appears to presuppose." In other words, we are left with the text alone and our personal readings and hypotheses. This is the kind of "tricky business" in which are presently engaged not only the specialists of John but also the large majority of the Enoch scholars.
Before tackling the issue of tracing the social history of any hypothetical community that is supposed to have produced an otherwise perfectly isolated text, the À rst question that we should ask is if such a community ever existed. Theoretically, we cannot rule out the possibility that an unknown author wrote down such and such text in order to address not some speciÀ c issues at stake within his or her own group but a larger-not to say a universal-audience.
3 Even if this option does not seem to correspond to what we know of the "collectivistic personalities" controlling the dynamics of Second Temple Judaism and other ancient Mediterranean societies, 4 it is true that the production of literary texts follows special patterns that are sometimes at odds with the dominating cultural and social trends. Thus, authors could deliberately adopt the perspectives of other religious or social groups different from the one to which they originally belong, 5 or they could take up storylines and motifs that were originally used by other groups different from their own. In fact, nobody can conÀ dently reconstruct either who the original author of a given text was, or his or her pristine intentions. Scholars can only guess about the chances that the images of the implied or ideal author and audience correspond, more or less, to some historical persons and situations. 
